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REPLY COMMENTS

Sprint Corporation, on behalf of Sprint Communications Com-
pany, L.P. and the United and Central Telephone Companies, hereby
respectfully submits its reply to comments filed March 29, 1996.
These comments addressed the impact of the Telecommunications Act
of 1996 on issues raised in the Commission’s July 1995 NPRM in
the above-captioned proceeding.

The majority of commenting parties point out that the 1996
Act gives the Commission the authority and responsibility to man-
age the implementation of a "technically feasible" system of true
local number portability. They demonstrate that the Location
Routing Number (LRN) proposal satisfies the number portability
requirements in the 1996 Act and the settled criteria for a true
local number portability solution, and therefore urge the Commis-
sion to mandate implementation of LRN by a date certain.” Sev-
eral parties also describe the progress made in various state
number portability proceedings. This work shows that it is

entirely reasonable for the Commission to mandate the phased

' see, e.g., Sprint, pp. 2-3; ALTS, p. 6:; AT&T, p. 2; California
Cable Television Association (CCTA), pp. 3~6; Cox, p. 5;
Interactive Services Association (ISA), p. 2; MCI, pp. 3-5; MFS,
p. 3; NCTA, p. 4; NY Dept. of Public Service, p. 1; Teleport, pp.

6-8; Ameritech, pp. 3, 7-9.
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implementation of a nationwide system of true local number port-
ability beginning the third guarter of 1997.7

Despite the clear requirement under the 1996 Act that the
Commission adopt rules implementing true local number portabil-
ity, and the obvious public interest benefits of such a systenm,
several LECs continue to urge delay in the implementation of true
portability. Bell Atlantic, BellSouth, Nynex, Pacific, SBC, GTE,
and USTA all claim that it is still premature to adopt a perma-
nent solution. These parties either deny that LRN is technically
feasible, or attempt improperly to link "technical feasibility"
with "economic feasibility." Pacific and GTE further recommend
that each individual LEC be allowed to implement whatever port-
ability solution they choose, raising the possibility of multiple
portability architectures across the country. As shown below,
these arguments and recommendations are without merit, and are
simply unfounded excuses to delay implementation of a systenm
which will help open up the monopoly local exchange market to
competition.

1. A True Local Number Portability Solution (LRN) Exists
and Is Technically Feasible.

Several BOCs and GTE allege that no technically feasible
permanent local number portability solution has yet been identi-
fied or agreed upon.® They claim that there remain some out-

standing issues related to cost recovery, call proceasing flows,

* See, e.g., Sprint, p. 3; AT&T, p. 3: Cox, p. 8; MCI, p. 6;
Ameritech, p. 3.

® see, e.g., Bell Atlantic, p. 2; BellSouth, p. 7; Nynex, p. 3;
Pacific, p. 8; SBC, p. 2; GTE, pp. 4-7.



software development and testing, and back office (ordering, pro-
visioning, etc.) administration. They recommend further study
into the alternative local number portability solutions; Bell-
South (p. 8) and GTE {(p. 10) would have an industry group report
back to the Commission in 12 months and the first guarter of
1998, respectively.

These LECs acknowledge, as they must, that all of the states
which have adopted a permanent local number portability solution
have chosen LRN on the recommendations and best judgment of
industry subject matter experts. As Sprint and other parties
noted, several switch vendors have committed to delivering LRN
software upgrades by the second guarter of 1997 in order to meet
Illinois’ mandated third quarter 1997 local number portability
implementation date, and Sprint is aware of no current jeopardies
to either date. Sprint’s local and long distance division per-
sonnel are continuing to analyze network needs and thus far have
found no reason to believe that LRN is not technically feasible.
Indeed, Ameritech has stated that it is "prepared to promptly
implement the same architecture [LRN] in other states" besides
Illinois (p. 3).

Apparently, however, GTE and the BOCs listed above want
every necessary piece of hardware installed; every software patch
designed, tested and installed; every cost computed; every cost
recovery decision made; and every operational issue resolved
before any decision on a national portability solution is made.
This approach is obviously unworkable and goes far beyond any

reasonable definition of "technical feasibility." No carrier



will deploy the hardware and software needed for a local number
portability solution without knowing what the mandated solution
will be. Furthermore, it is impossible to resolve every conceiv-
able operational and regulatory issue before making a decision
about what permanent solution to adopt; indeed, many of the
issues which will need to be addressed will depend upon the local
number portability solution chosen.® The BOCs and GTE do not
explain why a third quarter 1997 implementation date is insuffi-
cient to resolve outstanding technical and operational details,
and there is no reasonable basis for accepting the delays sug-
gested by these parties.® If the Commission were to wait as
long as these BOCs and GTE recommend, it risks ceding its author-
ity and abrogating its responsibility under the 1996 Act to
direct a seamless nationwide system of true local number port-
ability.

LECs which are reluctant to open their local franchise to
competition should not be allowed to delay indefinitely the
implementation of a system of true local number portability. GTE
and the BOCs listed above have failed to prove that LRN is tech-

nically infeasible, and the Commission should accordingly estab-

-

For example, total cost will depend in large part on the pace
and geographic scope of deployment.

® In fact, there is no assurance that GTE and the several BOCs
urging delay will feel that the time is ripe to make a decision
on true local number portability even after their recommended
“further study" has been completed.



lish a date certain for deployment of LRN and strictly monitor
the implementation process.*®

2. The Act Requires Technical, Not Economic, Feasibility.

The 1996 Act explicitly states that all LECs have the "duty
to provide, to the extent technically feasible, number portabil-
ity in accordance with requirements prescribed by the Commission"
(Section 251(b)(2), emphasis added). The Act does not state that
the Commission should develop its requirements based upon eco-
nomic feasibility. Nonetheless, some parties attempt to improp-
erly link technical and economic feasibility. GTE, for example,
states that "cost and timing considerations cannot be separated
from the concept of technical feasibility" (pp. 4-5):; SBC urges
the Commission to "consider the principle{] of ... cost/benefit
in its adoption of rules" (p. 2, n. 4); USTA states that the Com-
mission’s rules "should permit a LEC sufficient time to implement
the long-term solution in a cost-effective manner" (p. 4); and
OPASTCO goes so far as to state that the Commission "should not
require a small LEC to upgrade or modify its network in order to
provide number portability" (p. 6).

Any attempt to make economic feasibility a subset of the
technical feasibility requirement should be rejected. The Act is

clear on this point, and there is no basis for allowing LECs an

® The cCommission should also dismiss any claims that there is no
immediate need to adopt a permanent portability solution because
of the availability of interim "solutions" such as remote call
forwarding or direct inward dialing. These interim measures are
technically inferior and provide the incumbent LEC with enormous
competitive advantages, and therefore do not adequately promote
competition in the local market.



additional excuse for further delaying implementation of true
local number portability. As Teleport correctly points out (p.
4), "in passing the Act, Congress itself determined that the
benefits of permanent [service provider number portability] out-~
weighed the costs,” and therefore no further analysis of the
relative costs and benefits by the Commission, incumbent LECs, or
any other party is warranted. 1In any event, in cases of genuine
hardship and special circumstances, a LEC always has the option
of reguesting a waiver of the Commission’s rules.

3. A Uniform, Nationwide Portability Solution Should Be
Adopted.

At least two LECs, Pacific (p. 1) and GTE (p. 2), urge that
individual LECs be allowed to choose whatever local number
portability solution they wish. This recommendation should be
rejected. Except for LRN, none of the local number portability
solutions proposed to date satisfies the criteria for an
acceptable solution (e.g., that it be competitively neutral, use
numbering resources efficiently, etc.). Furthermore, the risks
of incompatibility increase with multiple portability
architectures. As Bell Atlantic notes (p. 2), several of the
permanent local number portability solutions which have been
offered "appear to be technologically incompatible.”™ At a
nminimum, multiple solutions require additional resources to
develop interface specifications and interoperability

standards.”’ There would seem to be few if any benefits to

d

See, e.g., Sprint, p. 4; CCTA, p. 7:; Teleport, p. 6.



allowing multiple solutions, but substantial costs. Therefore,
the Commission should mandate a uniform nationwide permanent

local number portability solution.

Respectfully submitted,
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